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Abstract In this article we report on our exploration of academic advising practices at 19
community colleges in the Florida College System after the implementation of Senate Bill
1720. This bill made developmental education optional for many students and mandated that
colleges provide academic advising for all new students. Descriptive statistics of survey
responses from college administrators uncovered academic advising patterns across these 19
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community colleges. Our findings indicated that many administrators agreed that their advis-
ing practices were effective and that most colleges used a variety of advising tools. In an era of
greater student choice, colleges diversified their advising protocols and methods of guiding
students in a variety of ways.
Keywords Developmental education . Academic advising . Community colleges
Developmental education (DE) can be understood as preparatory coursework taken at
colleges and universities designed to help underprepared students master important skills
but not counting for college credit (Scott-Clayton and Rodriguez 2012). It has long been
a part of the United States college education experience (Higbee, Arendale, and Lundell
2005); and it has been hotly contested, in part because research has yielded mixed
findings regarding its effectiveness (see Bailey, Jeong, and Cho 2010; Boatman 2012;
Boatman and Long 2010; Calcagno and Long 2008) and its large financial costs
(Melguizo, Hagedorn, and Cypers 2008; Pretlow and Wathington 2012). Historically,
underprepared American college students have been assigned to mandatory DE. These
classes have been offered by subject (i.e., reading, writing, and mathematics) and at
varying ability levels. Depending on how much DE was deemed necessary based on
placement test scores, students could spend more than a year completing the develop-
mental courses needed to prepare them for college-level courses (Bailey et al. 2010).
Florida Senate Bill 1720
Departing from this traditional model of mandatory DE, the State of Florida passed
Senate Bill 1720 (SB 1720) in 2013, which affected the Florida College System (FCS),
the statewide community college system. SB 1720 granted many community college
students the opportunity to opt out of placement tests and developmental coursework,
regardless of academic preparation. Students who were given this option were defined
as exempt, and SB 1720 categorized students as exempt if they entered a Florida public
high school in ninth grade in the 2003-2004 academic year or later and graduated with
a standard high school diploma or if they were active duty military personnel. Further,
exempt students were no longer required to take a placement test upon enrolling in
college.
The legislation also required that the community colleges offer academic advising
to all incoming students, regardless of their exempt or non-exempt status. The
academic advising component of SB 1720 was a significant change; to our knowledge
few states have used legislative action to mandate academic advising (see Center for
College Readiness 2000 for an exception). However, despite the specific attention the
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legislation paid to advising, it provided great leeway for how colleges could adapt and
enhance their existing advising practices.
In addition to augmenting current advising practices, the legislation required that
colleges offer developmental courses employing new instructional methods, which
included self-paced computer-based courses, condensed or shortened courses, courses
contextualized within major disciplines, and supplemental support for college-level
classes. These new course offerings combined with the option to enroll without
placement test scores added complexity to intake and advising processes. Further, SB
1720 required colleges to offer meta-majors, which are described as major-course
sequences that determine which gateway courses apply to which majors (Collins
2013). According to the legislation, advising must include the option to enroll in DE
if placement measures indicated students needed to improve basic skills. After the
legislation was approved, but before full implementation, colleges were required to
submit implementation plans to the State that detailed their plans to address the
legislative requirements.
The implementation of new policies provided an important opportunity to investigate
the changes at the community colleges. For the study we report here we analyzed
responses from a survey distributed to college administrators in spring 2015—the
midpoint of the academic year in which the legislation change went into effect—and
explored how administrators perceived the initial implementation of their institution’s
implementation plans to address the legislation. In this study we focused on the
academic advising component of SB 1720. Specifically, we examined administrators’
perceptions of academic advising practices and the degree to which the administrators
perceived these practices to be effective.
To provide context for this study, we reference a quantitative report using student-
level administrative data assessing student outcomes following the reform (Hu et al.
2016). The authors found that enrollment in developmental mathematics, reading, and
writing courses fell in 2014 by 11 to 21 percentage points and that the pass rates of
these courses decreased by 1.5 to 3.2 percentage points for first-time-in-college (FTIC)
students. Subsequently, students enrolled in gateway courses at higher rates in 2014.
Among students enrolled in English and math gateway courses, pass rates, however,
declined by 3.4 and 8.7 percentage points, respectively. Nevertheless, cohort-based pass
rates indicated that the proportion of FTIC students entering college in 2014 had higher
pass rates by 9.4 percentage points in English and 6.1 percentage points in
mathematics.
Review of Related Literature
While it was expected that there would be some similarities among the implementa-
tion processes of SB 1720, research on effective policy implementation and previous
studies about the legislation suggested that different policies and practices have also
emerged among the FCS institutions (Hu et al. 2014, 2015; Park, Tandberg, Hu, and
Hankerson 2016). The variability of academic advising practices at different colleges
was likely influenced by the local context, including issues pertaining to communi-
cation of policy standards and decisions, the capabilities of an institution based on
available resources, and the dispositions of the individuals overseeing implementation
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(Honig 2006; McLaughlin 1987, 2006; Spillane, Reiser, and Gomez 2006; Van Meter
and Van Horn 1975).
Academic Advising to Promote Student Success
Academic advising is a crucial part of students’ undergraduate experiences, particularly when
new policies or practices have been implemented at the college and when students are
unfamiliar with college processes such as course registration (see Irlbeck, Adams, Akers,
Burris, and Jones 2014; Swecker, Fifolt, and Searby 2013). Importantly, there is ample
evidence that effective academic advising promotes student success (see Backhus 1989; Bahr
2008; Kirk-Kuwaye and Nishida 2001; Kot 2014; Swecker et al. 2013; Young-Jones, Burt,
Dixon, and Hawthorne 2013). For community college students in particular, advising may be
crucial during the enrollment process so that students are aware of the differences between
remedial and college credit-bearing classes (Person, Rosenbaum, and Deil-Amen 2006).
Indeed, community college students who were planning to transfer, compared to post-
transfer students, indicated that advising that connected their general education to majors,
career options, and degree options was especially important (Allen, Smith, and Muehleck
2013). Therefore, we believed it was important to examine administrators’ perceptions of
advising effectiveness when college-wide course selection policies have changed.
Effective advising is essential because of the positive impact it can have on educational
outcomes. For example, the use of centralized advising centers has been positively related to
students’ first and second-semester grade point averages (GPAs) and overall first year GPA and
negatively related to student attrition (Backhus 1989; Kot 2014). Additionally, Swecker, Fifolt,
and Searby (2013) found that for first-generation college students every meeting with an
advisor increased the odds of retention by 13%. Similarly, meeting with an advisor was
positively associated with student responsibility, self-efficacy, study skills, and perceived
support (Young-Jones et al. 2013).
While simply having access to advising services can be beneficial, institutions vary in
their level of involvement with students. Kirk-Kuwaye and Nishida (2001) discussed an
advising approach of high institutional involvement where students are viewed as
transitional. According to these authors, high institutional involvement occurs when
educators view students as underprepared for the transition to college, particularly for
students with academic problems. High involvement institutions may initiate contact
with an academically at-risk student, address a variety of issues, facilitate communication
between the student and the instructor, and require individual advising. Regardless of the
level of institutional involvement, academic advisors face challenges in completing their
duties to the best of their abilities, largely due to limited time and resources. Student
services are often dispersed across campus, advisors have limited time to meet with
students, and students may be unable to meet with the same advisor in subsequent
advising sessions, thus hindering the ability to form meaningful student-advisor relation-
ships (Kalamkarian and Karp 2015).
Large student-advisor caseloads do not allow for advisors to spend adequate time with students
or initiate multiple meetings (Karp and Stacey 2013). Indeed, students have noted that limited
advisor availability was one reason for not meeting with their advisor (Feghali, Zbib, and Hallal
2011). In efforts to combat these challenges, colleges have increased their use of online advising,
early alert systems, and other technology-based teaching and advising practices, which may be a
method of reaching more students (Dahlstrom, de Boor, Grunwald, and Vockley 2011; Krumm
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et al. 2014). Online advising tools have been shown to be effective and efficient (Feghali et al.
2011); yet the face-to-face component, which allows for relationship building, remains critical
(Kalamkarian and Karp 2015).
Face-to-face and online advising provide different benefits to the students and the institu-
tions; and proactive advising, often called intrusive advising, which may be implemented
online or in person, allows for early identification of critical issues such as academic probation
(Varney 2012). Further, research has found that effective advising occurs at multiple time
points (Karp and Stacey 2013), ideally prior to registration each semester. Mandatory new
student orientations (Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco, and Venezia 2014; Varney 2007) and intentional
communication and monitoring (Varney 2012) may also combat issues of limited resources.
Regarding DE reform specifically, several states across the country have implemented
a multiple measures advising policy that requires multiple data points to determine how
best to place students into classes. For example, North Carolina implemented a hierar-
chical placement policy by exempting students from DE coursework if they had gradu-
ated from high school within the last 5 years and met a minimum GPA, ACT/SAT scores,
or placement test scores (Bracco et al. 2015; Duffy 2015). Some community colleges
have begun to use a combination of high school coursework, grades, and overall GPA in
their placement processes, many with promising outcomes for student success (Long
Beach Promise 2013; Ngo and Kwon 2015; Scott-Clayton, Crosta, and Belfield 2014).
Further, community college students indicated that having advisors consider their Bskills,
abilities, and interests,^ or non-cognitive factors that would not be captured on a
standardized test was important when assisting with course selection and registration
(Allen et al. 2013, p. 336).
Policy Implementation
While the extant literature identifies a variety of effective academic advising practices, we
expected that the FCS colleges would implement varying advising policies in response to SB
1720. These differences would arise from policy ambiguity, local resources, and key individ-
uals in the local context. We now explain Kotter’s (1995) eight steps of organizational change
and apply it to the context of Florida’s DE reform process.
Kotter (1995) posited that organizational leaders need to communicate the crucial need for
change by identifying the crisis or key opportunities and collaborate with others who can enact
change within the organization. Park, Tandberg, Hu, and Hankerson (2016) indicated that each
of the 28 FCS institutions formed an implementation team; however, it was evident that these
teams consisted of people from various departments. Thus, influences from different stake-
holders at the institutions may have affected the execution of the implementation plans
differently. It is likely that differences in the organizational members and departments involved
in the reform process have resulted in different implementation of new advising practices
(Safran and Visher 2010).
Kotter recommended that organizational leaders should develop a vision, implement plans to
realize the vision, communicate the vision, and enable other stakeholders to implement the vision.
Institutions submitted implementation plans for review by the Division of Florida Colleges, which
provided the opportunity for colleges to establish their vision for change. SB 1720 did not specify
the academic advising practices that FCS colleges should implement, thus allowing for the
institutions to create their own visions, but with policy ambiguity. Policy ambiguity affects the
degree of consistency in understanding the policy at the different implementation sites, the degree
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to which local factors play a substantial role, and the variation of important actors at the sites
(Matland 1995; Percival 2004). While local resources affect what change is feasible, individual
and institutional ideologiesmight also play a role in the augmented advising practices. Specifically,
the motivation, commitment, and ideologies of administrators across institutions can affect how a
policy change is handled (Perin 2006).
Kotter (1995) also recommended eliminating obstacles to achieving the vision. However,
eliminating barriers can be difficult when conflicting goals emerge among the individuals
implementing change; and conflicting goals are more likely to arise when a policy requires
major organizational changes (Brodkin 2008; Van Meter and Van Horn 1975). It is possible
though that the members of the implementation teams can effectively collaborate and benefit
from divergent opinions of their members (Kezar 2014). Additionally, there may be a variety
of effective organizational structures that implement DE policy. For example, Safran and
Visher (2010) found that there was considerable variation in the structures that evaluated
student assessment and placement into DE courses across three community colleges.
Finally, implementing effective organizational change also includes creating plans for short-
term gains, altering ineffective practices to continue to enact change, and institutionalizing the
new practices (Kotter 1995). These are the stages of organizational change that this study most
closely explores.
The Study
This study examined administrators’ descriptions of their college’s academic advising practices
and their initial impressions of the implementation of their institutional plans. Using surveys
from high-level administrators across the FCS, we sought to understand the impact of SB 1720
following its first semester of implementation. Because many colleges had already imple-
mented different aspects of academic advising programs, we could not quantitatively deter-
mine which advising practices resulted directly from the legislation. However, we were able to
assess the similarities and differences of advising practices as perceived by college adminis-
trators at the FCS institutions. This examination revealed whether FCS institutions imple-
mented similar academic advising practices and identified successes and challenges in light of
SB 1720, which is essential for understanding student success in future research of this policy.
Sample
After receiving approval from our Institutional Review Board, we invited FCS leaders
representing all 28 colleges to participate in an online survey about the execution of SB
1720. At some colleges two administrators replied to the survey, so there were 32 total
respondents. We removed from our sample those with incomplete data and also deleted five
respondents who represented institutions with multiple participants. When we received mul-
tiple responses from a single institution, we retained one response from each college so as not
to duplicate responses from a single institution, using data from the most senior representative
for each college. Nearly 65% of respondents in our analytic sample were provosts or vice
provosts, 17.6% were deans, and 17.6% were other college officials.
Our analytic sample included data from administrators at 19 of the 28 FCS institutions (67.9%),
which on average, are characterized by the following descriptive statistics: The average estimated
full-time equivalent enrollment was 12,539 students, 59.5% of whom were female (Table 1). On
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average, the majority of students at the institutions were White (58.1%) while 16.9% were Black,
and 14.8% Hispanic/Latino. Sixty-three percent of the students at these institutions enrolled on a
part-time basis, and more than half (57.6%) received financial aid. It is important to note that we
cannot generalize our findings across the FCS institutions due to our response rate. However, we
Table 1 Summary statistics of institutional characteristics for Florida College System respondents and non-
respondents










Estimated Full-Time Equivalent En-
rollment
12539.42 2968.63 11664.67 2927.33 −0.183 0.856
Female 59.52% 3.04% 59.25% 0.68% −0.235 0.816
Part-time Students 63.01% 4.85% 57.87% 4.79% −1.421 0.167
American Indian 0.42% 0.23% 0.37% 0.04% −0.697 0.492
Asian 2.25% 1.04% 2.15% 0.18% −0.277 0.784
Black 16.86% 6.69% 13.76% 2.78% −1.059 0.299
Hispanic/Latino 14.84% 15.24% 17.67% 2.71% 0.520 0.608
Pacific Islander 0.19% 0.15% 0.15% 0.03% −0.631 0.534
White 58.08% 17.84% 58.64% 5.65% 0.078 0.938
Multiethnic 1.81% 1.12% 1.46% 0.15% −0.904 0.374
Unknown 4.70% 4.88% 4.77% 0.93% 0.039 0.970
Financial Aid Awards
Average Financial Aid Award $4,152.95 $1,221.27 $3,981.78 111.92 0.6856 −0.4095
Percent Receiving Aid 57.63% 14.64% 49.22% 2.11% −1.6398 0.1131
Average Pell Grant Award $3,620.95 $566.89 $3,620.95 $63.03 −0.2589 0.7978
Percent Receiving Pell Grant 42.84% 6.82% 42.44% 1.94% −0.1506 0.8814
Instructional Staff
Percent Full-Time Minority Instruc-
tors
19.37% 13.39% 20.74% 0.03 0.278 0.783
Percent Part-Time Instructors 69.42% 6.65% 71.21% 0.02 0.672 0.508
Percent Part-Time Minority Instruc-
tors
21.72% 13.59% 20.72% 0.03 −0.198 0.845
Average Students Per Faculty 22.68 4.35 22.56 1.09 −0.079 0.938
Expenditures (2013)
Instructional expenses as a percent of
total core expenses
41.47% 3.50% 42.33% 1.93% 0.490 0.628
Academic support expenses as a
percent of total core expenses
10.63% 3.76% 9.67% 0.90% −0.688 0.498
Student service expenses as a percent
of total core expenses
12.60% 2.70% 12.11% 0.68% −0.458 0.651
Instructional expenses per FTE $4,072.63 $824.66 $4,095.44 $417.64 0.058 0.954
Academic support expenses per FTE $1,051.26 $465.53 $949.00 $144.28 −0.555 0.584
Student service expenses per FTE $1,255.32 $447.51 $1,160.67 $86.05 −0.586 0.563
n 19 9
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conducted a series of t-tests to determine whether responding and non-responding institutions
differed based on institutional characteristics. We examined data from the Integrated Postsecond-
ary Education Data System (IPEDS), a dataset that allows for comparisons of over 7,000
institutions, to understand the institutional characteristics of each community college in the FCS.
We found no significant differences between responding and non-responding institutions in terms
of IPEDS institutional characteristics (see Table 1).
Survey Design and Analysis
Whereas the survey used in this study covered multiple aspects of the implementation of the
new legislation, this study focused specifically on survey questions regarding the role of
academic advising. We asked the administrators about the tools and techniques used during
advising, the effectiveness of advising, new student orientation, meta-majors, and advising
resources and availability.
Some of the questions were loosely based on questions asked in the first administrator
survey (Park et al. 2016), which differed in that it focused mostly on administrators’ percep-
tions of the legislation itself and their expectations of how it would be implemented. Our
qualitative analysis of focus group interviews with FCS personnel and students (Hu et al.
2015) and our understanding of institutions’ plans (Park et al. 2016; Hu et al. 2014) also
informed the survey design. The study we report here utilized descriptive statistics in order to
understand administrators’ perspectives of colleges’ advising practices.
Results
We present our descriptive results detailing administrators’ perceptions of four main areas:
academic advising practices and tools, advising effectiveness, new student orientations and
meta-majors, and advising resources and availability.
Academic Advising Practices and Tools
First, we examined the practices and tools colleges were using during the first and second semester
of the implementation of SB 1720. The survey question for these variables was, BSince
implementing the institutional plan, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements?^ The majority (68.4%, n = 13) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their
college used transcripts, checklists, individual education plans, and degree maps in advising
(Table 2). Nearly as many (63.2%, n = 12) agreed that their college also considered non-
cognitive factors such as family obligations, learning styles, and motivation in the advising
process. Thus, the use of a combination of advising tools was common across the colleges.
Advising Effectiveness
Next, we considered administrators’ perceptions of the effectiveness of their advising practices.
Themajority (68.4%, n = 13) of administrators agreed or strongly agreed that their advising system
was effective regarding students’ exempt status under SB 1720 and students’DEoptions (Table 3).
Slightly fewer (57.9%, n = 11) agreed or strongly agreed that advising was effective overall or that
the course registration system assisted with students’ exemption status. However, only a few
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agreed or strongly agreed that the early warning system (21.1%, n = 4) or the use of technology in
advising (15.8%, n = 3) were effective. Further, just two respondents agreed or strongly agreed that
academic advising was meeting students’ needs. Although advisors were using a variety of tools
and practices, administrators’ responses revealed that not all tools were effective.More troubling is
that just two institutions responded that advising was related to students’ success.
New Student Orientations and Meta-Majors
Academic advisors were often involved in the new student orientation process, the point at which
students were first introduced to their meta-major options. More than half (57.9%, n = 11) of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their new student orientation changed following the
implementation of SB 1720; yet only 10.5% (n= 2) agreed that they offered separate orientations for
students who were exempt or non-exempt (Table 4).











College uses intrusive advising 5.3 10.5 0 52.6 31.6
Advising considers non-cognitive fac-
tors
10.5 5.3 0 21.1 63.2
College uses early warning system 0 10.5 10.5 31.6 47.4
College uses transcripts in advising 10.5 0 10.5 10.5 68.4
College uses checklist in advising 10.5 5.3 10.5 5.3 68.4
Advisors use individual education plans 5.3 10.5 5.3 10.5 68.4
Advisors use degree maps 5.3 5.3 0 21.1 68.4
Numbers represent percentages of responding institutions











Academic advising effective 0 5.3 5.3 31.6 57.9
Advising system effective for exemption
status
0 5.3 5.3 21.1 68.4
Advising system effective for DE options 10.5 0 5.3 15.8 68.4
Intrusive advising has been effective 5.3 0 15.8 36.8 42.1
Course registration system assists with
exemption status
10.5 0 5.3 26.3 57.9
Early warning system is effective 5.3 5.3 21.1 47.4 21.1
Use of technology effective in advising 10.5 21.1 26.3 26.3 15.8
Academic advising related to increased
student success
0 0 31.6 21.1 47.4
Academic advising meets students’ needs 15.8 21.1 10.5 42.1 10.5
Numbers represent percentages of responding institutions
Innov High Educ
There was wide variation among the administrators’ perceptions of their meta-majors. Five
persons disagreed or strongly disagreed that advising for meta-majors was related to advising
for DE, yet seven strongly agreed or agreed. Further, about one-quarter (26.3%, n = 5) required
their students to declare a meta-major, and the same number did not (as indicated by disagree-
ment or strong disagreement with the statement). Similarly, only about one-quarter (26.3%, n =
5) agreed or strongly agreed that their students understood the meta-major options. As
evidenced by the low levels of agreement on these statements, we concluded that meta-
majors have not yet been fully implemented into the advising process.
Advising Resources and Availability
Finally, we explored administrators’ perceptions of advising resources and availability. Although
each administrator in our sample agreed or strongly agreed that advising was available to all
students and the majority (84.2%, n = 16) perceived it as well advertised to students, fewer than
half (47.4%, n = 9) required students to participate (Table 5). Some colleges have experienced
changes in their advising program specifically since implementing SB 1720. That is, more than
half (52.6%, n = 10) of our respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they have increased the
types of advising offered, whereas less than one-third (31.6%, n = 6) have increased the amount of
advising offered, such as extending advising office hours or expanding programming. Likewise,
42.1% (n = 8) agreed or strongly agreed that they have seen increased use of advising services by
their students. However, just 15.8% (n = 3) agreed or strongly agreed that their advisors had ample
time to meet with students; and only one institutional representative agreed or strongly agreed that
there were sufficient staff members to handle the advising caseload.
In addition to the above analyses, we conducted a series of ordered logistic regression
equations to determine how administrators’ perceptions of their academic advising practices
varied by institutional characteristics. However, few results were significant; and no patterns
emerged (results available upon request).
Discussion
This study examined the initial academic advising plans and processes of 19 community
colleges throughout Florida as they addressed the requirements of SB 1720. Given the broad











NSO changed after SB 1720 5.3 0 10.5 26.3 57.9
Separate NSO for exempt and non-exempt
students
73.7 10.5 5.3 0 10.5
Advising for meta-majors related to DE ad-
vising
26.3 0 21.1 15.8 36.8
Students understand meta-major options 10.5 10.5 26.3 26.3 26.3
Students required to declare meta-major 26.3 10.5 10.5 26.3 26.3
Numbers represent percentages of responding institutions
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language of the legislation as to how colleges could implement their advising programs, we
found both similarities and differences in academic advising practices across the sample. Many
colleges relied on a variety of advising tools, and few reported sufficient advising resources.
However, administrators had varying perceptions of how meta-majors were implemented. The
range of administrators’ responses was likely a result of ambiguous policy statutes, which is
consistent with the findings of previous research (Berman 1978).
Many colleges had already implemented programs, courses, and other services to assist
their developmental students; and, although we phrased the survey questions as, BSince
implementing the institutional plan…^ we cannot definitively guarantee that administrators’
responses only included new changes to their advising processes. Therefore, we cannot
quantitatively determine which outcomes were directly related to the legislation. Nevertheless,
this survey was the first exploration of advising practices following the initial implementation
of SB 1720, a unique context of DE enrollment choice and varied course options. We discuss
our main findings below within the context of previous, relevant literature.
Institutions relied on multiple advising tools and techniques to assist the advising process,
particularly when standardized placement test scores for incoming students were not avail-
able. Colleges have proven extremely innovative in their advising practices and the tools and
methods they have employed. Like other states (Bracco et al. 2015), the FCS institutions were
using multiple measures to assess students’ likelihood of success, despite a lack of specificity
in the legislation to do so.
Colleges reported varying levels of effectiveness of academic advising tools, particularly
for the use of technology in advising. Across our sample there was a moderately high level of
agreement that advising was effective, particularly in relation to students’ exemption status and
DE options. This is somewhat concerning, however, given that gateway pass rates for students
enrolled have decreased since the implementation of SB 1720 (Hu et al. 2016). Administrators
reported differing levels of agreement with the effectiveness of technology-based advising
tools, such as an early warning system. Implementing technology, particularly a system that











College has increased types of academic
advising
10.5 15.8 5.3 15.8 52.6
College has increased amount of academic
advising
21.1 5.3 26.3 15.8 31.6
College has seen increased use of academic
advising
10.5 0 21.1 26.3 42.1
Academic advising required 26.3 10.5 0 15.8 47.4
Academic advising available to all students 0 0 0 0 100
Academic advising well-advertised to stu-
dents
5.3 0 0 10.5 84.2
Advisors have ample time to meet with
students
31.6 21.1 15.8 15.8 15.8
College has sufficient staff to handle academic
advising
52.6 21.1 0 21.1 5.3
Numbers represent percentages of responding institutions
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facilitates communication between and among instructors, advisors, and students, may be
especially helpful for colleges with large advising caseloads. However, since few institutions
reported that technology has been effective, perhaps different program platforms or profes-
sional development for advisors or instructors may be needed. If administrators do not perceive
technological assistance with the advising process to be effective, institutions could consider
integrating advisors into classrooms so that they can have advisors visit students during class
meetings, as has been done in a community college in California (Dadgar et al. 2014).
Colleges struggled to offer adequate advising services to their students. It remains
concerning that, despite SB 1720 requiring advising for all incoming students, many institu-
tions did not mandate advising or provide advisors ample time to meet with students, a
problem noted in other research (Karp and Stacey 2013). Although all institutions in the
sample indicated that advising was available to all students, one administrator perceived it as
not well advertised to them. This could be a function of limited staff or other resources, as
many administrators indicated they had an insufficient number of advisors. With appropriate
funding, institutions could consider Bhiring, promoting, and developing employees who can
implement the vision^ of academic advising within the new DE context (Kotter 1995, p. 61).
Further investigation should examine whether these institutions have substituted the functions
of traditional advising with group advising (Robbins 2013) or other student support programs.
Advising may be particularly helpful in this era of increased student choice, given Bahr’s
(2008) claims that advising is beneficial for students’ success, especially those with higher
academic needs.
New student orientations remained optional or needed improvement at some colleges.
Indeed, three administrators reported that they did not require their students to attend a new
student orientation. Further, few institutions offered separate orientations based on students’
exempt status. These institutions are missing out on valuable opportunities to reach a wide
range of students (Varney 2007) and target communication (Varney 2012) to maximize
students’ understanding of course enrollment options. However, according to Dadgar and
colleagues (2014), mandatory orientations specifically for community colleges are becoming a
more widespread practice, as Borientation is becoming increasingly mandatory^ in these
institutions (p.45).
Meta-majors have not been fully implemented into colleges’ advising processes. Particu-
larly concerning is that few administrators believed that students understood their meta-major
options. This finding is critical given previous evidence that entering students may not be
equipped with enough information to select a meta-major without assistance (Collins 2013),
yet clearly mapped degree programs have helped support student success (Jenkins and Cho
2013). It is possible that with the advising and instructional changes required by the legislation,
fully integrating meta-majors was simply a larger task than the colleges could tackle. This
finding may not be unexpected, however; Kotter (1995) noted that BIn reality, even successful
change efforts are messy and full of surprises^ (p. 67). Follow-up with administrators would be
informative to understand whether and how meta-majors have become more integrated after
the initial implementation period, particularly since they are now required by the legislation.
Conclusion
In this study we examined FCS administrators’ perceptions of advising in the wake of
SB 1270, which redesigned DE placement policies, instruction, and advising. Our
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results indicated that colleges are using a variety of tools and techniques to assist their
students, but some practices are more beneficial than others. Further, additional advis-
ing resources, particularly time and personnel, appeared to be needed by most institu-
tions. Whereas new student orientations and meta-majors did not appear integrated in
many colleges, it is important that colleges fully establish these practices in order to
familiarize students with their college and major pathways.
The future steps in assessing the impact of SB 1720 include continuing to survey
college administrators in order to further understand their implementation of the
legislation and how they have augmented advising to best suit students’ needs follow-
ing additional semesters of implementation. Indeed, our plans are to determine which
new advising practices have been institutionalized or augmented (Kotter 1995). Despite
the ability to gather information about initial implementation and advising practices
following the passage of this bill, it remains to be seen how institutions’ advising
directly affects student outcomes, such as pass rates in DE courses, progress through
gateway courses, retention from first to second semester, and reenrollment in the
following fall quarter. We will continue to assess the effect of SB 1720 and address
these issues with additional data sources in attempts to understand the full ramifications
of a legislation that augmented DE practices for thousands of students across the State
of Florida.
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